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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand in further view of Leupold (U.S. 
Patent number 5,280,209). 

Von der Heide teaches a cooling fan comprising: a three-phase DC motor, 
an impeller comprising a hub to house said motor and a plurality of blades 141 
extending from the hub. It should be clear rotor housing 17 is the hub and has 
plurality of blades 139 and 141 extending from the hub 17. for applicant's 
convenience the hub and the 

Blade are shown below. It is a marked up copy of Von der Heide figure 2. 
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Blade 



It should be clear that a impeller is the rotating part that transmits motion in a 
device such as a cooling fan. In case of Von der Heide a magnetic external rotor 
comprises an inverted cup-shaped rotor housing/hub 17 with a horizontal top 
surface 17A and a cylindrical circumferential wall 17B that supports the blades 
139 and 141 . Stub shaft 32 is attached to the center of rotor housing 17 at the 
center of top 17A. Stub shaft 32 rides in ball bearing journals 33 and is 
supported thereby in a manner that rotor housing 17 is pivotally secured to 
stator 1 0 and can rotate about center axis 1 0A. 

Von der is silent about the blades being at least 25 % of the impeller diameter. 
Yokozawa et al. discloses blades and impeller where the blades are at least 25 
% of the impeller diameter as seen in figure 1 . (Please see appendix I for more 
explanation). At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, 
Yokozawa in view of Leupoldto increase the durability of the arrangement (col. 1 
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II. 55-60). Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupolddoes not teach a rare 
earth magnet. Leupold teaches a rare earth magnet. At the time of invention it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to modify Von der Heide and Yokozawa in view of Leupold to produce optimal 
magnetic fields in electric machinery (Background of Invention). 

Claims 2-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Von 
der Heide, Yokozawa, Leupold and further in view of Dehmer. 
Von der Heide , Yokozawa in view of Leupold teaches the invention substantially 
except the chord length. Dehmer teaches blade has a chord profile (Figure 3) 
that increases in chord length from a region proximate to the hub (bottom of 
figure 3) to a maximum chord length at a maximum chord length blade height 
(Figure 3); wherein the maximum chord length blade height is approximately half 
the full blade height (Figure3, chord length increases towards the middle of the 
fan and is maximum around the middle); wherein each blade of the impeller has 
a tip and the chord profile decreases in chord length from the maximum chord 
length blade height to the tip of the blade (Figure 3 shows , chord length 
increases towards the middle of the fan and is maximum around the middle and 
then it decreases towards the upper end that is the tip of the blade). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold and further in view of 
Dehmer to increase the efficiency by minimize the losses generated by the fluid 
movement. (Col. 1 II. 1-5). 
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Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Von der Heide, Yokozawa, Leupold and further in view of Bradbury et al. (U.S. 
6,129,528). 

Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold teaches the invention substantially 
except the stagger angle. Bradbury discloses blade that has a tip and the stagger 
angle of each blade increases from the hub to the tip of the blade (Col. 11 II. 20- 
23 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold and further in 
view of Bradbury to increase the velocities on the surface and thus reducing the 
local pressure (summary of invention paragraph 19). With respect to claim 6 Von 
der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Bradbury teaches 
the invention except claimed range, however it fails to patentably distinguish over 
Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Bradbury and 
would have been within the level of one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made. It has been held that "[W]here the general conditions of a 
claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or 
workable ranges by routine experimentation." In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 
USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955), MPEP 2144.05 II. 

Claims 7and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Von der Heide, Yokozawa, Leupold and further in view of Harmsen. 
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Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold teaches the invention substantially 
except the camber angle. Harmsen discloses camber angle that decreases from 
the hub to the tip (Col. 1 II. 33-44). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view 
of Leupold and further in view of Harmsen as a commonly known feature in the 
field of invention. (Col. 1 II. 33-44). 

With respect to claim 8 Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold and further 
in view of Harmsen teaches the invention except claimed range, however it fails 
to patentably distinguish over Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold and 
further in view of Harmsen and would have been within the level of one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. It has been held that 
"[W]here the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not 
inventive to discover the optimum or workable ranges by routine 
experimentation." In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 
1955), MPEP 2144.05 II. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Von der 
Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold and further in view of Neely et al. 
Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold teaches the invention substantially 
except seven blades. Neely discloses seven blades. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, 
Yokozawa in view of Leupold and further in view of Neely to provide seven 
blades to increase the performance of the system. (Summary of invention). 
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Claim 1 1 , 1 3, 1 6, 1 7, 1 9, 20, 21 , 30, 31 , 32, 33, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Von der Heide, Yokozawa Leupold and 
further in view of Dehmer, Bradbury and Harmsen. 

Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldteaches the invention substantially 
except the chord length. Dehmer teaches blade has a chord profile (Figure 3) 
that increases in chord length from a region proximate to the hub (bottom of 
figure 3) to a maximum chord length at a maximum chord length blade height 
(Figure 3); wherein the maximum chord length blade height is approximately half 
the full blade height (Figure3, chord length increases towards the middle of the 
fan and is maximum around the middle); wherein each blade of the impeller has 
a tip and the chord profile decreases in chord length from the maximum chord 
length blade height to the tip of the blade (Figure 3 shows , chord length 
increases towards the middle of the fan and is maximum around the middle and 
then it decreases towards the upper end that is the tip of the blade). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of 
Dehmer to increase the efficiency by minimize the losses generated by the fluid 
movement. (Col. 1 II. 1-5). Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldteaches 
the invention substantially except the stagger angle. Bradbury discloses blade 
that has a tip and the stagger angle of each blade increases from the hub to the 
tip of the blade (summary of invention paragraph 17). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, 
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Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Bradbury to increase the 
velocities on the surface and thus reducing the local pressure (summary of 
invention paragraph 19). Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldteaches 
the invention substantially except the camber angle. Harmsen discloses camber 
angle that decreases from the hub to the tip (Col. 1 II. 33-44). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von 
der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Harmsen as a 
commonly known feature in the field of invention. (Col. 1 II. 33-44). 
With respect to claim 13 Dehmer teaches blade has a chord profile (Figure 3) 
that increases in chord length from a region proximate to the hub (bottom of 
figure 3) to a maximum chord length at a maximum chord length blade height 
(Figure 3); wherein the maximum chord length blade height is approximately half 
the full blade height (Figure3, chord length increases towards the middle of the 
fan and is maximum around the middle) or in other words located at 
approximately forty percent of the blade height. 

Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Bradbury and Harmsen 
discloses the general conditions of the claimed invention except for the express 
disclosure of a stagger angle of approximately 29 degrees at the hub and a 
stagger angle of approximately 56 degrees at the tip and camber angle of 
approximately 29 degrees at the hub and approximately 12 degrees at the tip. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have a stagger angle of approximately 29 degrees at the 
hub and a stagger angle of approximately 56 degrees at the tip and camber 
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angle of approximately 29 degrees at the hub and approximately 12 degrees at 
the tip, since the claimed values are merely an optimum or workable range. It 
has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the 
prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in 
the art. In reAller, 105 USPQ 233. 

With regard to claims 16 and 17 Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand 
further in view of Dehmer, Bradbury and Harmsen discloses the claimed 
invention except for rare earth magnet where the magnet comprises of bonded 
neodymium-iron-boron. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to make the rotor magnet of bonded 
neodymium-iron-boron. It has been held to be within the general skill of a worker 
in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended 
use as a matter of obvious design choice. See MPEP 2144.04. 
With regard to claims 20-23 the determination of patentability in a product-by- 
process claim is based on the product itself, even though the claim may be 
limited and defined by the process. That is, the product in such a claim is 
unpatentable if it is the same as or obvious from the product of the prior art, even 
if the prior product was made by a different process. In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 
697, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of 
Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer, Bradbury and Harmsen discloses the 
product as claimed. A product-by-process limitation adds no patentable 
distinction to the claim, and is unpatentable if the claimed product is the same as 
a product of the prior art. 



Application/Control Number: 10/783,162 
Art Unit: 3746 



Page 



Claims 25, 26 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Herbert. 
Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold teaches the claimed invention as 
explaimed above except a finger guard. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to provide a fan finger guard, as fan finger guard are well 
known accessories and are available for most AC DC fans to protect the user as 
disclosed by Herbert (Col. 1 II. 66-68 to Col. 2 II. 1-9). With regard to claim 29 as 
shown in Von der Heide figure 2 top (top of housing 17) is perpendicular to the 
opposite sides of the fan housing 1 7 (two sides of the housing 1 7) 
Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Von der 
Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Herbert and further in 
view of Dehmer, Bradbury and Harmsen. 

Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold and further in view of Herbert 
teaches the claimed invention as explaimed above except chord length stagger 
and camber angle. 

Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Herbert 
teaches the invention substantially except the chord length. Dehmer teaches 
blade has a chord profile (Figure 3) that increases in chord length from a region 
proximate to the hub (bottom of figure 3) to a maximum chord length at a 
maximum chord length blade height (Figure 3); wherein the maximum chord 
length blade height is approximately half the full blade height (Figure3, chord 
length increases towards the middle of the fan and is maximum around the 
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middle); wherein each blade of the impeller has a tip and the chord profile 
decreases in chord length from the maximum chord length blade height to the tip 
of the blade (Figure 3 shows , chord length increases towards the middle of the 
fan and is maximum around the middle and then it decreases towards the upper 
end that is the tip of the blade). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view 
of Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer to increase the efficiency by minimize 
the losses generated by the fluid movement. (Col. 1 II. 1-5). Von der Heide, 
Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Herbert teaches the invention 
substantially except the stagger angle. Bradbury discloses blade that has a tip 
and the stagger angle of each blade increases from the hub to the tip of the 
blade (summary of invention paragraph 17). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, 
Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Bradbury to increase the 
velocities on the surface and thus reducing the local pressure (summary of 
invention paragraph 19). Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further 
in view of Herbert teaches the invention substantially except the camber angle. 
Harmsen discloses camber angle that decreases from the hub to the tip (Col. 1 II. 
33-44). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in 
view of Harmsen as a commonly known feature in the field of invention. (Col. 1 II. 
33-44). 
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Claims 9, 12 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer, 
Bradbury and Harmsen and in further view of Seki. 

Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer, 
Bradbury and Harmsen except the solidity of approximately one. Seki discloses 
solidity of approximately one (Paragraph 55). ). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, 
Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer, Bradbury and 
Harmsen and in further view of Seki to get to a solidity of approximately one 
because larger solidity decreases speed (paragraph 55). 



Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Von der 
Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Herbert and in further 
view of Seki. 

Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Herbert except 
the solidity of approximately one. Seki discloses solidity of approximately one 
(Paragraph 55). ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand 
further in view of Herbert and in further view of Seki to get to a solidity of 
approximately one because larger solidity decreases speed (paragraph 55). 
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Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Von der 
Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer, Bradbury and 
Harmsen and further in view of Horng. 

Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer, 
Bradbury and Harmsen except the second cooling fan in series. Horng discloses 
fans in series (Figurel ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of 
Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer, Bradbury and Harmsen and further in 
view of Horng for heat dissipation (Claim). 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Von der 
Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer, Bradbury and 
Harmsen, Herbert and further in view of Horng. Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view 
of Leupoldteaches the invention substantially except the chord length. Dehmer 
teaches blade has a chord profile (Figure 3) that increases in chord length from a 
region proximate to the hub (bottom of figure 3) to a maximum chord length at a 
maximum chord length blade height (Figure 3); wherein the maximum chord 
length blade height is approximately half the full blade height (Figure3, chord 
length increases towards the middle of the fan and is maximum around the 
middle); wherein each blade of the impeller has a tip and the chord profile 
decreases in chord length from the maximum chord length blade height to the tip 
of the blade (Figure 3 shows , chord length increases towards the middle of the 
fan and is maximum around the middle and then it decreases towards the upper 
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end that is the tip of the blade). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view 
of Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer to increase the efficiency by minimize 
the losses generated by the fluid movement. (Col. 1 II. 1-5). Von der Heide, 
Yokozawa in view of Leupoldteaches the invention substantially except the 
stagger angle. Bradbury discloses blade that has a tip and the stagger angle of 
each blade increases from the hub to the tip of the blade (summary of invention 
paragraph 17). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand 
further in view of Bradbury to increase the velocities on the surface and thus 
reducing the local pressure (summary of invention paragraph 19). Von der Heide, 
Yokozawa in view of Leupoldteaches the invention substantially except the 
camber angle. Harmsen discloses camber angle that decreases from the hub to 
the tip (Col. 1 II. 33-44). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of 
Leupoldand further in view of Harmsen as a commonly known feature in the field 
of invention. (Col. 1 II. 33-44). Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupold 
teaches the claimed invention as explaimed above except a finger guard. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a fan finger 
guard, as fan finger guard are well known accessories and are available for most 
AC DC fans to protect the user as disclosed by Herbert (Col. 1 II. 66-68 to Col. 2 
II. 1-9). Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of Leupoldand further in view of 
Dehmer, Bradbury and Harmsen except the second cooling fan in series. Horng 
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discloses fans in series (Figurel). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view 
of Leupoldand further in view of Dehmer, Bradbury and Harmsen and further in 
view of Horng for heat dissipation (Claim). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 4/7/2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. In response to, applicant's argument that proportions of 
features in drawings are not evidence of actual proportions when the drawings 
are not to scale. When the reference does not disclose that the drawings are to 
scale and is silent as to dimensions, arguments based on measurement of the 
drawing features are of little valve. However, the description of the article 
pictured can be relied on, in combination with the drawings, for what they would 
reasonably teach one of ordinary skill in the art (See M.P.E.P. § 2125). 

In response to applicants argument and concern how a rare earth magnet 
is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art it should be appreciated that rare 
earth magnets have been around for a long time and rare-earth magnets are 
strong, permanent magnets made from alloys of rare earth elements. Rare-earth 
magnets are substantially stronger than ferrite or alnico magnets. The magnetic 
field typically produced by rare-earth magnets can be in excess of 1 .2 teslas. 
Ferrite or ceramic magnets typically exhibit fields of 50 to 100 milliteslas. Two 
common types of rare-earth magnets are: 

Neodymium (neodymium-iron-boron) 
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Samarium-cobalt 

Neodymium magnets (chemical formula: NcbFenB) are the strongest and 
most affordable type of rare-earth magnet. Neodymium magnets are made of 
neodymium, iron and boron. For applicant's convenience and understanding 
Leupold reference has been added to the rejection. Leupold teaches a rare-earth 
permanent structure for producing magnetic field optimal for electric machinery. 
Leupold also teaches that Neodymium-lron-Boron and Rare Earth Cobalts such 
as Samarium Cobalt or Cerium Cobalt, have been utilized or are being 
contemplated for use as MAGNETICALLY RIGID materials. The most 
pronounced characteristic of MAGNETICALLY RIGID materials is their very high 
coercivity (field magnitude required to demagnetize) relative to that of traditional 
magnetic materials. This characteristic may be viewed as the means by which 
various magnetic circuit effects can be attained with MAGNETICALLY RIGID 
materials that are unattainable with traditional magnetic materials, for example 
field transparency and flux path predictability. 

With regard to applicant's argument that prior art does not disclose range of 24- 
30 degrees at the hub etc. as claimed. Von der Heide, Yokozawa in view of 
Leupolddiscloses the general conditions of the claimed invention except for the 
express disclosure of the ranges claimed by the applicant. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have a 24-30 degrees at the hub and 50-60 degrees at the tip, since the 
claimed values are merely an optimum or workable range. It has been held that 
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where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering 
the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. 
With regard to applicants argument aboyt the finger guard Von der Heide, 
Yokozawa in view of Leupold teaches the claimed invention as explaimed above 
except a finger guard. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to provide a fan finger guard, as fan finger guard are well known accessories 
and are available for most AC DC fans to protect the user as disclosed by 
Herbert (Col. 1 II. 66-68 to Col. 2 II. 1-9). 

With regard to applicant's argument that the pending claims must be given 
an interpretation that is reasonable and consistent with the specification, It should 
be noted that although operational characteristics of an apparatus may be 
apparent from the specification, this does not mean that such characteristics will 
be read into the claims when they cannot be fairly connected to the structure 
recited in the claims. 

With regard to applicant's argument that there is lack of evidence to 
combine the reference, it should be clear that it is not required that the prior art 
disclose or suggest the properties newly-discovered by an applicant in order for 
there to be a prima facie case of obviousness. The test for obviousness is not 
whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into 
the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be 
expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what 
the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of 
ordinary skill in the art. In this regard, a conclusion of obviousness may be based 



Application/Control Number: 10/783,162 Page 18 

Art Unit: 3746 

on common knowledge and common sense of the person of ordinary skill in the 
art without any specific hint or suggestion in a particular reference. In response to 
applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the 
examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where 
there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner has 
combined an excessive number of references, reliance on a large number of 
references in a rejection does not, without more, weigh against the obviousness 
of the claimed invention. See In re Gorman, 933 F.2d 982, 18 USPQ2d 1885 
(Fed.Cir. 1991). 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized 
that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction 
based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only 
knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed 
invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 
443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
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See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to VIKANSHA S. DWIVEDI whose telephone 
number is (571 )272-7834. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Devon Kramer can be reached on 571-272-71 18. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Devon C Kramer/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 3746 
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